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California
Fair Political
Practices Commission

September 22, 1989

Charles T. Kilian

City Attorney

City of Cupertino

852 N. First Street, Third Floor
San Jose, CA 95112

Re: Your Request for Advice
Our File No. A-89-522

Dear Mr. Kilian:

This is in response to your letter requesting advice on
behalf of Cupertino City Councilmembers John Plungy and John Gatto
concerning their duties under the conflict-of-interest provisions
of the Political Reform Act (the "Act").1l/

QUESTIONS

1. May Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto participate in deci-
sions concerning the proposed Sunnyvale-Saratoga overpass which
will impact a portion of proposed freeway within 300 feet of
condominiums owned by the councilmembers?

2. If Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto are disqualified as to
decisions that affect portions of the freeway within 300 feet of
their properties, may they participate in the city council’s
consideration of other aspects of the freeway plan?

3. Where Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto are disqualified
with respect to certain freeway decisions, may they still bhe
present at the hearings, take testimony, ask questions and debate
issues regarding those decisions?

CONCLUSIONS

1. The councilmembers may not participate in the decisions
concerning the Sunnyvale-Saratoga overpass unless there will be no
financial effect on their real property interests.

1/ Government Code Sections 81000-91015. All statutory refer-
ences are to the Government Code unless otherwise indicated. Com-
mission regulations appear at 2 California Code of Regulations
Section 18000, et seq. All references to regulations are to Title
2, Division 6 of the California Code of Regulations.
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2. Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto may participate in
considering other components of the freeway plan provided they
have no disqualifying interest with respect to those other
components and the other components will not affect the results of
the decisions for which the councilmembers are disqualified.

3. The Act does not prohibit the councilmembers’ presence at
the public hearing concerning issues for which they are
disqualified. However, the councilmembers may not take testimony,
ask questions, debate the issues or say or do anything to influ-
ence the decisions.

The councilmembers may, however, appear in the same manner as
any other member of the general public before the city council
solely to represent themselves concerning their interests in real
property, provided the property is wholly owned by the
councilmembers or members of their immediate family.

FACTS

The Cupertino City Council and the California Department of
Transportation have agreed to construct a freeway through
Cupertino. The Department of Transportation has proposed to build
the freeway through the center of the city with elevated portions
over certain streets and some portions depressed below grade.

Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto own and reside in
condominiums adjacent to the right-of-way of the proposed freeway.
Each councilmembers’ interest in his respective condominium is
greater than $1,000. At the nearest point, the proposed freeway
is within 300 feet of the councilmembers’ condominiums.

You have been asked to request advice on behalf of
Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto with respect to the wvarious deci-
sions concerning the new freeway. Specifically, you have asked
whether the councilmembers may participate in a decision concern-
ing a proposed elevated portion of freeway over Sunnyvale-Saratoga
Street. The street is 1,200 feet from the councilmembers’
property, however, if the overpass is constructed as proposed, the
freeway will taper down for 2,500 feet in both directions which
will still result in a 10-foot elevation of the freeway at the
point 300 feet from the councilmembers’ property.

ANALYSIS

The Sunnyvale-Saratoga Overpass

Section 87100 provides:

No public official at any level of state or
local government shall make, participate in making

or in any way attempt to use his official position

to influence a governmental decision in which he
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knows or has reason to know he has a financial
interest.

Section 87103 specifies that an official has a financial
interest within the meaning of Section 87100 if it is reasonably
foreseeable that the decision will have a material financial ef-
fect, distinguishable from the effect on the public generally, on
the official or a member of his or her immediate family or on:

(b) Any real property in which the public of-
ficial has a direct or indirect interest worth one
thousand dollars ($1000) or more.

Section 87103 (b).

Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto as members of the Cupertino
City Council are public officials under the Act. (Section 82048.)
Ownership of a condominium is an interest in real property. (Sec-
tion 82033; Haight Advice Letter, No. A-84-209, copy enclosed.)
You have informed us that the councilmembers’ respective property
interests are greater than $1,000. Consequently, the
councilmembers are prohibited from making or in any way
participating in decisions which would have a reasonably foresee-
able material financial effect on their property that is
distinguishable from the effect on the public generally.

Whether the financial consequences of a decision are reason-
ably foreseeable at the time a governmental decision is made
depends on the facts of each particular case. An effect is
considered reasonably foreseeable if there is a substantial
likelihood that it will occur. Certainty is not required.
However, if an effect is only a mere possibility, it is not
reasonably foreseeable. (In re Thorner (1975) 1 FPPC Ops. 198,
copy enclosed.) Clearly, the construction and characteristics of
a freeway within 300 feet of the councilmembers’ real property is
likely to have a financial effect on their property. Whether the
effect will be an increase or a decrease in the value of the
property is not relevant.

In addition, the foreseeable effect on the councilmembers’
financial interests must also be material to require disqualifica-
tion. The Commission has adopted differing guidelines to
determine whether an effect is material, depending on the specific
circumstances of each decision. The effect of a decision on real
property in which an official has a direct, indirect or beneficial
ownership interest, is material if:

(1) The real property in which the official
has an interest, or any part of that real property,
is located within a 300 foot radius of the
boundaries (or proposed boundaries) of the property
which is the subject of the decision, unless the
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decision will have no financial effect upon the
official's real property interests.

Regulation 18702.3(a)(l) (copy enclosed).

The councilmembers' real property is within 300 feet of the
proposed freeway right-of-way. And, although the location of the
overpass is more than 300 feet away, the descending portion of the
overpass will be within 300 feet of the councilmembers'
condominiums. With property in such close proximity to the
property which is the subject of the decision, the councilmembers
may participate in the decision only if there will be no financial
effect on their real property. Thus, if the decisions will have
any financial effect on the condominiums of the councilmembers,

they must disqualify themselves from participating in the deci-
sion.2/

However, even if the councilmembers have a financial interest
that will be financially affected by the overpass decision, they
may still participate if the effect on their interests is not
distinguishable from the effect on the public generally. (Regula-
tion 18703, copy enclosed.) For the "public generally" exception
to apply, the decision must affect the official's interests in
substantially the same manner as it will affect a significant seg-
ment of the public in Cupertino. (In re Legan, (1985) 9 FPPC Ops.
l, copy enclosed.) Although we have not been provided with suf-
ficient information on the characteristics of Cupertino, it would
appear from the map you provided that the segment of the popula-
tion of Cupertino within 300 feet of the proposed overpass is not
significantly large to invoke the exception.

Other Freeway Decisions

You have also asked if, due to their property interests, the
councilmembers are disqualified as to all the decisions concerning
the freeway. Generally, decisions are analyzed independently to
determine if there will be a foreseeable material financial effect
on an official's financial interest. (In re Owen (1976) 2 FPPC
Ops. 77, copy enclosed.) Consequently, many times, large and
complex decisions may be divided into separate decisions so that
where a public official has a disqualifying financial interest as
to one component of the decision, he may still participate in
considering the other components provided the decisions are not

2/ You have not asked about decisions concerning portions of the
freeway that are more than 300 feet away and within 2,500 feet of
the councilmembers' property. Under such circumstances, the
councilmembers may participate provided the decision will not af-
fect the fair market value of their real property by $10,000 or
more, or the rental value of the property by $1,000 or more per 12
month period. (Regulation 18702.3(a)(3).)
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interrelated and the official has no disqualifying interest with

respect to the other components. (Huffaker Advice Letter, No.
A-86-343, copy enclosed.) However, under some circumstances a

series of decisions may be too interrelated to be considered
separately. (Miller Advice Letter, No. A-82-119, copy enclosed.)

For example, if other decisions concerning the freeway are
presented to the city council as alternatives to the decisions for
which the councilmembers are disqualified, the councilmembers
would not be able to participate in any of the decisions. (Nord
Advice Letter, No. A-82-038, copy enclosed.) This is because the
determination of the other decisions would effectively determine
the results of the decisions for which the councilmembers are
disqualified. Thus, where the decisions are too interrelated to
be decided separately, the councilmembers must disqualify
themselves as to all the decisions under consideration. (Scher
Advice Letter, No. A-88-479, copy enclosed.)

Where other decisions concerning the freeway are not inter-
related to the decisions from which the councilmembers are :
disqualified, the following procedure should be followed to permit
them to participate:

(1) The decisions from which the councilmembers have a
disqualifying financial interest should be segregated from the
other decisions.

(2) The decisions from which the councilmembers are
disqualified should be considered first, and a final decision
reached by the city council without Councilmembers Plungy and
Gatto participating in any way.

(3) Once a decision has been made on the portions of the
freeway for which the councilmembers have a disqualifying inter-
est, Councilmembers Plungy and Gatto may participate in the
deliberations regarding other portions of the proposed freeway, so
long as those deliberations do not result in a reopening or in any
way affect the decisions from which they were disqualified.
(Huffaker Advice Letter, supra.)

Participation in a Governmental Decision

Section 87100 prohibits any public official from making,

participating in making, or in any way attempting to use his of-

ficial position to influence a governmental decision in which he
knows or has reason to know he has a financial interest. This

prohibition is broadly interpreted in order to fulfill the
purposes of the Act which are best served by a rule which
minimizes participation in government decisions by officials with
a conflict of interest. (In _re Hudson (1978) 4 FPPC Ops. 13, copy
enclosed.)

An official 1is attempting to use his or her official position
to influence the decision if, for the purpose of influencing the



- BEEARBID ow e

USE THIS AIRRILL FOR DORESTIC SKIPMERTS WITHIN THE CONTIRERTAL US.A, ALASAR Ao ...
USE THE INTERKATIGNAL AIR WAYBILL FOB SHIPRIEHTS 10 PUERTD RISH.

QUESTIONS? CALL B00-236-3355 TOLL FREE.

Sender's Federal Express Actount Number

TRAGRING mumun..

From (Your Name) Please Print Your Phone Number {Very imponant
h . o Vo)
Cornparty Departhent/ Flos Ng.
Street Address
City Siate ZIP Required
t

] YOUR BILLING REFERENGE INFORMATIOR [FIRST 24 CHABAGTERS WiLl APPEAR ON INVOICE.)

TF BOLD FOR PICK-UP, Print FEDEY Address Here

Street
Agdress

PAYRENT [ ] vit senver

Gash

[:J Bill Reciplent's FedBx Acct No,

’ E] Bitt 3d Party FedEx Acct No.

D Bt Credy Card

Expiration Dale __N._._,._LW.__.

State Zig fl

City

o]

OVERNIGET
& {1 Tuse

STANDARE 1o Ej
BIR Delivery

ot fater than

Fenon businaas day

WEBNT YUK BECLARES
b SERVICES DELIVERY AND SPECIAL NANDUING  {Porsses| wroomas | = el
1 [pmomryr o 7] Srreaer | 1 ] #OLD FOR PIGK-UP rurrors
2 [Cloeviven weskoay
2 [[] Goumenrax 7 [} 5 DELIVER SATURDAY wavscooss |}
ENYELOPE 4 D ﬂ‘ﬂEcEIWS E00DS
3 D gzinmur 8 D 5 D .‘Egg,{gﬂ %ﬂ%g&g iﬁﬂiﬂ Gé@“) Total Total Total

Lbs

6 [ ] omrice

0[]
1 [}
12}

HELIBAY DELIERY w otwres;

Fanea charg

7 D OYHER SPECIAL SERRIEY .

U

SERVICE CONDITIONS, DECLARED VALUE
ANﬂ LIMIT OF LIABKITY

Uaé f 15335 airk
A

in the event of untim deral Eaprass wil af your ragsest
and with 1w hnilatios fund altiranspotation charges pail. See
Service Guice for luther information:

Sender authorizes Federal Express to defiver this ship-
ment without oblaining a delivery signature and shall
indemnify and hold harmiess Federal Express from any
clairms resulling therefrom.

Felease
Signature




File No. A-89-522
Page 6

decision, the official contacts, appears before, or otherwise at-
tempts to influence, any member, officer, employee or consultant
of the agency. (Regulation 18700.1, copy enclosed.) However,
the Act does not prohlblt the off1c1al’s presence at the public
hearing concerning issues for which he is dlsquallfled
Consequently, the councilmembers may be present while issues in
which they have a financial interest are determined, but they may
not take testimony, ask questions, debate the issues or say or do
anything to influence the decisions.

There is an exception to this general rule, which may apply
here. Regulation 18700.1 provides that an otherwise disqualified
official may appear in the same manner as any other member of the
general public before his or her agency in the course of its
prescribed governmental function to represent his or her personal
interests in real property if the property is wholly owned by the
official or members of his or her immediate family.

From the facts you have provided it appears that the
councilmembers are the sole owners of their respective properties.
If this is the case, they may appear before the Cupertino City
Council, in the same manner as any other member of the public, to
advocate on behalf of their property interests with respect to the
decision from which they are disqualified. However, their
comments must be limited to their personal interests, and they
should take care to clarify that they are not acting in any
official capacity. (Larsen Advice Letter, No. A-87-151, copy
enclosed.) The councilmembers still would be prohibited from
privately discussing these matters with other members of the city
council or with other city officials.

I trust that this answers your questions. If you have any
further questions regarding this matter, please feel free to
contact me at (916) 322-5901.

Sincerely,

Kathryn E. Donovan
General Counsel

(D) oS00 e

: Y\ John W. Wallace
\\M_,/'Counsel Legal Division

KED:JWW:plh
Enclosures

3/ Please note, however, that the disqualified members may not
attend nor obtain a recording or transcript of closed meetings of
the city council relating to the disqualified councilmembers’ area
of conflict. (Hamilton v. Town of Los Gatos, (1989) __ Cal. App.
3@ __, 89 Daily Journal D.A.R. 11125.)
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Office of the City Attorney

852 N. First Street, Third Floor
San Jose, California 95112
(408) 971-6411

August 29, 1989

Fair Political Practices Commission
428 J Street, Suite 80
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Request for Advice

To Whom It May Concern:

This office has been directed by two City Councilmembers to
seek an opinion from the Commission regarding their partici-
pation in hearings involving the design of a new freeway
extension (Highway 85) bisecting the C1ty of Cupertino. The
following are the relevant facts. :

The City Council has previously approved the extension of
the freeway through the City and has executed agreements
with the local transit authority and CalTrans. These agree-
ments call for an elevated freeway over Sunnyvale-Saratoga
Road. The tentative design, as proposed by CalTrans,
provides that the apex of the elevation at that intersection
be approximately 25 feet from grade with a possible sound
wall which will extend approximately 10 feet higher. The
present CalTrans plan also calis for the freeway elevation
to taper down to grade some 2,500 feet north of Sunnyvale-

Saratoga Road.

The two Councilmembers in question each own and reside in
residential units in a condominium development which is
adjacent to the Highway 85 right of way. A map showing the
proximity of the units to the proposed freeway is enclosed.
Each unit is worth in excess of $100,000 and is within 300
of the proposed freeway right of way, but each is also over
1,200 feet from the intersection of the freeway with

Sunnyvale-Saratoga Road.

The present CalTrans plan calling for a "tapering down" of
the elevated freeway provides for approximately a ten foot
elevation difference to existing grade at the closest point
to the two condominium units. 1In addition to the ten-foot
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elevation difference, there would also be a ten-foot sound
wall which would be built regardless of whether the freeway

was elevated or at grade.

The freeway is proposed to be built on earth fill which
would slope from the road edge to existing grade.

The City Council has scheduled future hearings to consider
the CalTrans plan together with other alternatives which
would not involve an elevated freeway at the location
closest to the two condominium units. In addition, a
citizen’s group has requested that the Council also consider
modifying the general freeway plan to provide for a
depressing of the freeway below grade. The first of these
hearings is scheduled for September 19, 1989.

A number of proposed alternatives may not involve a fore-
seeable financial impact on the condominium development
because those alternatives involve construction which would
be over 1200.feet away, which could not be viewed from the
condominiums, which would not have a significant impact on
the use, noise, air quality, or traffic within the develop-
ment, and would have the same financial impact on most of
the properties within a 2,500 foot radius from the construc-

tion.

However, other alternatives involving the construction of an
elevated or depressed freeway within 300 feet of the condo-
miniums could have a foreseeable economic impact on those

units.
I request advice on the following issues:

1. Are the Councilmembers precluded from partici-
pating in evaluating alternatives which involve construction
of an elevated freeway within 300 feet of their condominium

units?
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2. Are the Councilmembers precluded from partici-
pating in evaluating the construction of a depressed freeway
within 300 feet of their condominium units?

3. If the above two questions are answered in the
affirmative, should those alternatives be eliminated by a
vote of the remaining three Councilmembers, may the two
other Councilmembers participate in the remaining alterna-
tives that do not involve construction of an elevated or
depressed freeway within 300 feet of their units?

4. If the answers to the above questions are all in
the affirmative, may the two Councilmembers be present
during the entire hearing, take testimony on all issues, ask
questions on all issues, debate all issues, but abstain from
voting with respect to any question described in issues 1
and 2? If not, what would be the appropriate procedure?

Thank you for your help in this matter.

2ok [l

Charles T. Kilian

/md
enc.
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City of Cupertino

Office of the City Attorney

852 N, First Street, Third Floor
San jose, California 95112
(408) 971-6411

August 29, 1989

Fair Political Practices Commission
428 J Street, Suite 80
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Request for Advice

To Whom It May Concern:

This office has been directed by two City Councilmembers to
seek an opinion from the Commission regarding their partici-
pation in hearings involving the design of a new freeway
extension (Highway 85) bisecting the City of Cupertino. The
following are the relevant facts.

The City Council has previously approved the extension of
the freeway through the City and has executed agreements
with the local transit authority and CalTrans. These agree-
ments call for an elevated freeway over Sunnyvale-Saratoga
Road. The tentative design, as proposed by CalTrans,
provides that the apex of the elevation at that intersection
be approximately 25 feet from grade with a possible sound
wall which will extend approximately 10 feet higher. The
present CalTrans pilan also calls for the freeway elevation
to taper down to grade some 2,500 feet north of Sunnyvale-
Saratoga Road.

The two Councilmembers in question each own and reside in
residential units in a condominium development which is
adjacent to the Highway 85 right of way. A map showing the
proximity of the units to the proposed freeway is enclosed.
Each unit is worth in excess of $100,000 and is within 300
of the proposed freeway right of way, but each is also over
1,200 feet from the intersection of the freeway with
Sunnyvale-Saratoga Road.

The present CalTrans plan calling for a "tapering down" of
the elevated freeway provides for approximately a ten foot
elevation difference to existing grade at the closest point
to the two condominium units. In addition to the ten-foot
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elevation difference, there would also be a ten-foot sound
wall which would be built regardless of whether the freeway
was elevated or at grade.

The freeway is proposed to be built on earth fill which
would slope from the road edge to existing grade.

The City Council has scheduled future hearings to consider
the CalTrans plan together with other alternatives which
would not involve an elevated freeway at the location
closest to the two condominium units. In addition, a
citizen’s group has requested that the Council also consider
modifying the general freeway plan to provide for a
depressing of the freeway below grade. The first of these
hearings is scheduled for September 19, 1989.

A number of proposed alternatives may not involve a fore-
seeable financial impact on the condominium development
because those alternatives involve construction which would
be over 1200 feet away, which could not be viewed from the
condominiums, which would not have a significant impact on
the use, noise, air quality, or traffic within the develop-
ment, and would have the same financial impact on most of
the properties within a 2,500 foot radius from the construc-

tion.

However, other alternatives involving the construction of an
elevated or depressed freeway within 300 feet of the condo-
miniums could have a foreseeable economic impact on those
units.

I request advice on the following issues:

1. Are the Councilmembers precluded from partici-
pating in evaluating alternatives which involve construction
of an elevated freeway within 300 feet of their condominium
units?
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2. Are the Councilmembers precluded from partici-
pating in evaluating the construction of a depressed freeway
within 300 feet of their condominium units?

3. If the above two questions are answered in the
affirmative, should those alternatives be eliminated by a
vote of the remaining three Councilmembers, may the two
other Councilmembers participate in the remaining alterna-
tives that do not involve construction of an elevated or
depressed freeway within 300 feet of their units?

4. If the answers to the above questions are all in
the affirmative, may the two Councilmembers be present
during the entire hearing, take testimony on all issues, ask
questions on all issues, debate all issues, but abstain from
voting with respect to any question described in issues 1
and 2? If not, what would be the appropriate procedure?

Thank you for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

/md
enc.
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852 N. First Street, Third Floor
San Jose, California 95112

City of Cupertino

Fair Political Practices Commission
428 J Street, Suite 80
Sacramento, CA 95814




California
Fair Political
Practices Commission

September 12, 1989

Charles T. Kilian

City Attorney’s Office

852 N. First Street, Third Floor
San Jose, CA 95112

Re: Letter No. 89-522

Dear Mr. Kilian:

Your letter requesting advice under the Political Reform Act
was received on September 6, 1989 by the Fair Political Practices
Commission. If you have any questions about your advice request,
you may contact John Wallace an attorney in the Legal Division,

directly at (916) 322-5901.

We try to answer all advice requests promptly. Therefore,
unless your request poses particularly complex legal questions, or
more information is needed, you should expect a response within 21
working days if your request seeks formal written advice. If more
information is needed, the person assigned to prepare a response
to your request will contact you shortly to advise you as to
information needed. 1If your request is for informal assistance,
we will answer it as quickly as we can. (See Commission
Regulation 18329 (2 Cal. Code of Regs. Sec. 18329).)

You also should be aware that your letter and our response
are public records which may be disclosed to the public upon
receipt of a proper request for disclosure.

Very truly yours,

Kathryn E. Donovan
General Counsel

KED:plh

428 ] Street, Suite 800 ® P.O. Box 807 ® Sacramento CA 95804-0807 @ (916)322-5660



